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Abstract 
The interchange of feedback between the teacher and the student in the process of developing writing skill has attracted attention 
of researchers and teachers alike. Considering the body of research on written corrective feedback strategies, very few research
studies focused on teacher–student conferences. This study, which is a replication of Erlam et al. (2013) aims to fill this gap. The 
results of the study showed that students in the Graduate Group self-corrected their errors more than those in the Explicit Group.
The study also revealed that explicit feedback takes less time and energy on the part of the teacher than the graduated feedback.
© 2016 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd.
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1. Introduction  
Views on corrective feedback monitoring and their effectiveness have been offered by two theoretical paradigms: 
the cognitive-interactionist paradigm and sociocultural paradigms. The cognitive-interactionist paradigm is concerned 
with both internal and external factors of human interaction. This perspective suggests that by interacting, learners 
acquire the data from their environment which in turn results in activation of their internal cognitive processes to use 
the language (Ellis and Shintan 2014).  Recent findings lend support to claim that activation of internal cognitive 
process starts with noticing the input. Schmidt’s (1990) Noticing Hypothesis propounds the view that unless noticed, 
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input does not become intake for language learning. Along similar lines, Russel and Spada (2006) argue that the degree 
of explicitness of corrective feedback is thought to be necessary in aid learners notice the erroneous form in their 
writing. Additionally, on logical grounds, Erlam et al. (2013) discuss that learners may fail to notice they are being 
corrected which does not lead to an improvement in learners’ foreign language knowledge. 
Similar to Cognitive interactionist paradigm, Socio-cultural paradigm does not favor the separateness of 
environment and mind rather it sees interaction as a source of learning site (Ellis and Shintan 2014). Socio-cultural 
paradigm holds that errors that learners produce may show learners’ attempt to self-regulate when performing a 
demanding task.  Frawley and Lantolf (1985) see this as “the principle of continuous access”. This arises when learners 
make mistakes and need to reestablish their self-regulation (as cited in Ellis 2008). When this knowledge is applied to 
foreign language learning setting, language teachers hold the responsibility to help learners fill in the gaps in their 
knowledge of the target language. Therefore, socio-cultural paradigm offers the concept of Zone of Proximal 
Development in which language learning takes place (Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994).  Within the perspective of ZPD, 
the concept “scaffolding” is introduced, which sees language acquisition as a shared process between individual and 
other people. Therefore, corrective feedback research in sociocultural paradigm seeks to answer the question how 
implementation of corrective to the learners’ ZPD assist learning ( Aljaafreh and Lantolf, 1994). 
1.1. Corrective Feedback in Language Pedagogy 
 Considering the body of research on written corrective feedback strategies, very few research studies focused 
on teacher–student conferences, peer-editing sessions, and the keeping of error logs (Ferris 2002).  Current research 
appears to validate the view that one-on-one teacher-student conferences are thought to have more impact on students’ 
awareness on correction of errors than other written corrective feedback strategies (Ferris, 2002; Ferris & Hedgcock, 
1998). The main theoretical premise behind this is that conference sessions give students opportunities to negotiate 
the erroneous forms with the teacher and give them chance to receive additional explanations from the teacher 
(Bitchener et al. 2005). In the light of theoretical view of sociocultural feedback, Vygotsky (1978) claims that learning 
occurs through interaction within zone of proximal development. ZPD is defined as “the distance between the actual 
developmental level as determined by independent problem solving and the level of potential development as 
determined through problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers” (p.86). 
Therefore, engaging students in guided learning (scaffolding) through one to one teacher student conference sessions 
may be of great use. On the other hand, views of Cognitive interactionist paradigm rest on the assumption that explicit 
feedback may better foster error correction of language learners.  The logic behind it is that in the process of explicit 
correction of mistakes, students are informed on the exact error he/she has made and are provided with the correct 
form (Ellis 2009). Although some researchers favor indirect feedback claiming that indirect feedback is better as 
students resolve their own errors and correct their mistakes (e.g Bitchener 2008), Ferris & Hedgcock 2005 claim that 
students with lower proficiency level may unable to identify and correct their errors that have been drawn to their 
attention, which makes explicit correction more preferable among teachers who have such students. 
1.2. Aim of the study  
The study aimed to examine interactions that occurred in two oral conferences between a teacher and upper 
intermediate L2 writers. Some learners received “graduated feedback” on their past tense and article errors, trying to 
resolve their own errors and correct them with the help of the teacher while other learners only received “explicit 
feedback” on their errors with teacher providing the correct form.  Another purpose of the study was to identify 
differences in the interactions that occurred during the conferences and also whether these changed over time.  The 
study also aimed to find out whether there was any evidence of reduction in the amount of assistance over time in the 
graduated group.  
To this end, the study addresses the following research questions: 
1. To what extent is (a) graduated feedback and (b) explicit correction successful in enabling learners to self-
correct their errors or uptake the teacher’s corrections in writing conferences? 
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2. What changes are evident in the successful implementation of (a) graduated feedback and (b) explicit 
correction over time? 
2. Method 
2.1. Participants  
Participants of the study were 14 students studying at English Language Teaching department in Hakkari 
University, Turkey. They were randomly assigned to one of the groups, the Graduated Group (n=7) and the Explicit 
Group (n=7). Participants in both groups are sophomores studying English for about ten years. In each group there 
were 2 males and 5 females aged between 20-28.  
2.2. Target structures 
The study focused on two structures; past tense verb forms (e.g. simple past tense, use of auxiliary with 
progressive/perfective aspect/passive voice where a context clearly established that a past tense form was required) 
and use of the indefinite ‘a’ and definite article ‘the’ with count nouns. Ellis (2008) states that the rule that governs 
the use of past tense is simple and easy to understand, that’s why it is easy to learn as explicit knowledge. However, 
articles are one of the most problematic areas that learners of English have in Turkey as the there is no equivalent case 
in Turkish Language.   
2.3. Design 
To elicit use of the target structures, two narrative texts were given to participants to reconstruct. This type of 
writing was considered to be appropriate for the level of the students as it was a type that they were familiar with. 
Each text varied between 1000 and 1100 words. In the first writing task, 20 minutes were given participants to read a 
narrative text and they were told that they could take notes and look up words if they needed to.  After 20 minutes, 
the texts along with their notes were removed, and students were asked to handwrite it within one hour. Then, they 
received conferencing according to the treatment group they were assigned in.  2 weeks later, the participants were 
given a new narrative text and did the same things in the first writing task. Then, they were asked to participate in the 
second feedback conference. Therefore, students completed two writing tasks and received two oral feedbacks on 
their writings.  
2.4. Writing conferences 
The researcher who is L1 speaker of Turkish with five years’ experience of teaching English in a variety of contexts 
(i.e. not the participants’ classroom teacher) gave feedback in all conferencing sessions.  She is subsequently referred 
to as the ‘teacher’ in this study. Students in the Graduated Group received an intervention which was designed to assist 
students find their own mistakes and correct them with “appropriate level of assistance” to allow them to “function at 
his or her potential level of ability” (Aljaafreh and Lantolf, 1994, as cited in Erlam et al. 2013). However, rather than 
adhering to a precise scale, the teacher sought to provide feedback in a natural way (as in Aljaafreh and Lantolf). 
Students in the Explicit Group received explicit correction. Participants were asked to look at the erroneous forms. If 
they failed to correct their errors, they were provided with the correct form. 
2.5. Coding the writing conference data 
The teacher audio-recorded both of the writing conferences and transcribed them. A scheme for coding the feedback 
episodes developed by Erlam et al. (2013) was used. This scheme was in two parts. First part included different 
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strategies that the teacher used to provide corrective feedback to the learners. There were categories for coding the 
resolution and non-resolution of an episode in the second part of this scheme.  
2.6. Analysis
First research question was answered depending on the calculation of the number of times of each student self-
corrected an error, corrected the error with repair and reached no resolution. Second research question was answered 
by a qualitative analysis of the strategies used to correct student errors in the Graduated Group and Explicit Group.  
The purpose of such analysis was to see whether there was any evidence of change in the nature of feedback given 
and across conferencing sessions. 
3. Results 
Mean number of each feedback episodes that occurred in the Graduate Feedback Group and Explicit Feedback 
Groups for each of the two structures in each writing conferences was calculated with the help of SPSS 21 version.   
Table 1. Number of feedback episodes 
Group  Past Tense   Article   
 Conf 1 Conf 2 Total  Conf 1 Conf 2 Total  
Grad. M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
 3.71 2.87 2.57 .976 6.28 2.143 5.43 3.35 1.86 1.06 7.29 3.02 
n=7             
Exp. 1.86 2.03 3.43 2.37 5.29 2.274 7.57 4.96 3.14 2.54 10.71 4.43 
n=7             
Table 1 indicates that mean numbers of feedback episodes declined (except past tense feedback episode in explicit 
group from the first conference (M=1.86) to to the second (M=3.43). The time spent in total in two conferences and 
in two feedback groups are also different from each other. The time the researcher spent in addressing the errors in 
the Graduated Group was almost 41min 9s in the first conference, which decreased to 13 min 49s in the second 
conference, so overall time spent in addressing errors in the Graduate Group makes 54 min 58s. On the other hand, 
addressing errors in the first conference of the Explicit Feedback Group took 15 min 16s of the researcher which 
increased to 19 min 35s in the second conference session, which makes 34 min 11 s in total.
Table 2 shows the number of times each learner’s self-correction, uptake with repair and no resolution episodes. In 
line with what Erlam et al. (2013) found in their study, the research found that the Graduate Group general self-
corrected their errors while the Explicit Group tend to uptake the correct form with teacher explanation, which 
indicates that learner response to these two types of feedback were clearly different.  
Table 2 .Individual learner scores for self-correction, uptake of teacher correction and unresolved episodes. 
Student  Writing Conference 1      Writing Conference 2 
 Self-
Correction 
Uptake with Repair No resolution Self-Correction Uptake with 
Repair
No
resolution
Graduated feedback Students     
S.1 12 1 0 4 0 0 
S.2 6 0 1 3 0 0 
S.3 10 0 0 5 0 0 
S.4 4 0 0 2 0 0 
S.5 4 0 0 6 0 0 
S.6 12 2 1 4 0 0 
S.7 8 1 0 7 0 0 
Explicit Feedback Students     
S.8 4 8 0 0 2 0 
S.9 5 8 0 1 6 1 
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S.10 0 6 1 0 7 0 
S.11 0 4 0 0 8 0 
S.12 1 6 0 0 8 0 
S.13 3 11 2 1 6 0 
S.14 0 6 0 0 6 0 
Table 3. Mean number of feedback strategies received by the two groups.
Group  First Conference  Second Conference  
 First Episode Last Episode First Episode Last Episode 
Graduated     
Past tense 4.3 3.3 3.0 2.0 
Articles  4.5 2.5 2.5 2.1 
Explicit     
Past Tense 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Articles  2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 
To investigate changes in the implementation of two types of feedback, the teacher’s feedback strategies for each 
structure during two conferences were calculated. Table 3 shows the mean number of strategies for each structure and 
each group. As table indicates, in the Graduated Group the number of feedback strategies declined from first episode 
to the last episode. The same thing happened in the second writing conference. Erlam et al (2013) found that past tense 
form increased in the first episode of the second conference. Different from what they have found in their study, 
students in the Graduated Group of this study received fewer feedback strategies than the last episode of the first 
writing conference. As students were directly provided with the correct form, the number of strategies that the teacher 
used remained nearly the same in the Explicit Group.  
Erlam et al. (2013) claim that averaging the number of strategies does not reflect the case with individual learners. 
It is for reason that correction strategies that individual learners receive should be separately analyzed. Feedback 
session with two randomly selected student were analyzed and presented in table 4 and table 5.  Table 4 shows the 
feedback strategies used for past tense errors of S5 from the Graduated Group. Table 5 present the same results with 
article errors. It is important to note that lower number in the use of feedback strategy indicates explicitness while 
higher number indicates implicitness. By looking at the strategies that were used by the teachers, it is clear that 
Graduated Feedback was executed in the right manner by starting to read aloud the sentence and indicating there is an 
error in the sentence. That is, the teacher followed the steps from implicitness to explicitness. Table 4 indicates that 
the number of strategies used in the first conferencing session decreased in the second conferencing session.
Table 4. Number, type and sequence of strategies used for past tense errors in writing conference sessions with 
Student 5 from the Graduated group 
Session Episodes  Type of Strategies used Total no of Strategies 
    
Writing conference 1 1 1,2,9,3,5 5 
 2 1,2,3, 3 
 3 1,2,9,8b 4 
 4 1,2,5 3 
    
Writing conference 2 1 1,2 2 
 3 1,2 2 
 5 1,2 2 
Table 5 introduces number, type and sequence of strategies used for article errors in writing conference sessions 
with Student 2 from the Graduated group. It is clear that the strategies used to correct errors of the student decreased 
525 Sevcan Bayraktar Çepni /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  232 ( 2016 )  520 – 528 
in the second writing conference, which indicates that the student self-corrected the errors that were drawn to her 
attention only by indication of the teacher on an erroneous form in a sentence.
Table 5. Number, type and sequence of strategies used for article errors in writing conference sessions with Student 
2 from the Graduated group 
Session Episodes  Type of Strategies used Total no of Strategies 
    
Writing conference 1 1 1,2,8a,3,4,5,8b 7 
 3 1,2,8a,3, 4 
 4 1,2,8a,3, 4 
 5 1,2 2 
    
Writing conference 2 1 1,2,4 3 
 2 1,2 2 
 3 1,2,4 3 
4. Discussion  
Study aimed to compare two different corrective feedback strategies based on sociocultural theory and cognitive 
interactiontist theory. First strategy was to scaffold students to self-correct their own mistakes by resorting to strategies 
that start from implicit assistance to the explicit one (graduated group). The second strategy was correcting errors 
directly (explicit group). The rationale behind this kind of explicitness lies behind the philosophy of cognitive-
interactionist theories which hold that explicit feedback is more effective than implicit feedback (e.g Ellis et al. 2006 
as cited in Erlam et al. 2013)  
Extract 1  
Graduated feedback episode 
1 T: Let’s look at this sentence, here ;  “Frog said to her that it had been cursed” [read sentence containing an error]
2 S: Yes 
3 T: Can you see anything wrong in this sentence? [indicate sth. wrong with the sentence]
4 S: Frog said her that ….. Should I use “that” 
5 T: No, this is not the problem.”[ [Direct rejection of an error] Let’s look at here “frog said her … [Narrow down] 
6 S: I don’t know 
7 T: Let’s look at the sentence gain; “frog said to her that it had been cursed. Let’s look at the usage of frog here.  Did you use the
word “frog” in previous sentences? [Use metalinguistic term to help locate error] 
8 S: Yesss
9 T: So if you use it then, you should have used “frog” with something. 
[Use metalinguistic term to help locate error]
10 S: Yes
11 T: So what should you use? 
14 S: The frog  [student self corrects]
15 T: Yes, good, with definite article [teacher acknowledges correction]
By looking at the extract1 and 2, the key difference between these two feedback groups becomes evident. In both 
extracts, students receive feedback on the use of article. Extract 1 serves as an example to the Graduated Group 
feedback episodes while extract 2 provides an example on feedback episodes in the Explicit Group.  
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Extract 2  
Explicit Feedback Episode 
1 T Let’s look at this sentence. Look at here; “a young princess had a golden ball” This should be “the young princess”. [read 
sentence containing an error][supply the correct form]
2 S The princess [student uptakes correction]
3 T Yes, because you have used the word “princess “before. If you want to use it again, you should write it with article “the” [gives 
metalinguistic explanation]
Extract 1 starts with teacher reading the sentence containing the error (1). Then the teacher keeps on indicating that 
there is an error in the sentence (2). When the student comes up with a correction, the teacher rejects the correction 
(8a) and tries to narrow down sentence which contains an error (3). At last, teacher uses metalinguistic term to locate 
the error (4). Then the student self corrects the error and the teacher acknowledges correction.  Introduction to error 
correction in the second extract is similar to the first one. The teacher starts with reading aloud the sentence that 
contains an error (1). She then corrects the error and provides learner with the correct form in the same turn. After 
correcting the error, teacher keeps on providing learner with metalinguistic explanation. 
Episodes in the Graduated Group were calculated to be longer than those in the Explicit Group. Tables also showed 
that students in the Graduated Group tended to self-correct more than those in the Explicit Group. The result of this 
study is in line with the results that Erlam et al. (2013) found. They claimed with confidence that these two types of 
feedback were differed in implementation and resulted in different kinds of “conversations” with learners. This study 
also unearthed the same differences between these two feedback groups. Out of a total 90 Graduated Feedback 
Episodes, only 2 failed to achieve resolution. Similar to this, out of total 106 episodes in the Explicit Feedback Group 
only 3 of the students failed to achieve resolution. Although differences in terms of time spent in conferences, the 
length of each episode and the number of strategies change in these two groups, the number of non-resolutions are 
similar. The reason behind this may lie in the department they are studying. As they were described in the participants 
section, these students are studying English Language Teaching department. The number of years of exposure to 
English grammar rules may be much more those in Erlam et al. (20013). The participants in this study are upper 
intermediate which may help them achieve resolution at the end of each episode.  
In sociocultural view, error correction is regarded as a social activity which requires learners and teachers 
participate jointly a and create meaningful transactions, which in turn results in learning (Aljaafreh and Lantolf ,1994). 
Therefore, evidence of learning in sociocultural theory can be found by examining learners’ need of less assistance 
over time (Erlam et al.,2013). When results of the study are scrutinized, it is obvious that the amount of time and 
learner errors decreased significantly in the second writing conference (time: 1st = 41 min and 9s ; 2nd = 13 min 49 s), 
(num.errors : 1st = 62 ; 2nd =31). While the length of the conferencing time  increased and the number of errors 
decreased to some extent  in the Explicit Group (time 1st = 15 min 16s; 2nd =19 min; 2nd 35s),(num.errors : 1st 65; 2nd
=45). When the number of corrective feedback strategies applied. Results of the study also indicated that the number 
of corrective feedback strategies that were applied in the Graduated Feedback Group decreased in the second writing 
conference while the number remained constant in the Explicit group, which shows that the former group needed less 
assistance over time while the latter group’s need of assistance remained same.  
Extract 3 (Writing Conference Session 1 __ Episode 2) 
1 T Ok, let’s look at this sentence. “She saw that the spring is very deep and it is full of water.” So There is a mistake here.
2 S Yes is it tense mistake?
3 T Yes
4 S Because I used past tense in first sentence, and in the second sentence I used present. 
5 T yes very good so Instead of is, you should have written what?
6 S Was.
Extract 4 (Writing Conference Session 1 _ Episode 6)  
1 T Very good.. Let’s look at this sentence, too. “and then he throw the golden ball on the edge of the deep spring”.
2 S hımm
3 T What is the problem here?
4 S After “and then” comma? 
5 T Let’s problem with verb looks 
6 S I can’t find it 
7 T Look at the tense of the sentence 
8 S Yes, throw 
9 T So you should have used what? 
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10 S Threw 
11 T  Yes, you found it! 
As it can be seen in the extract 3, implicit strategies (i.e (1) and (2) were enough for the student to correct her 
mistake. Here teacher only drew the attention of the student to the sentence that involves an error, and the student was 
able to correct it without further assistance from the teacher. So it can be concluded that learning has occurred 
according to SCT. However, when examining the sixth feedback episode of the same student, only implicit strategies 
were not enough for her to understand her mistake. The teacher had to provide more explicit feedback to assist her 
understand and correct her mistake.  
Extracts 1, 3 and 4 were taken from the conferences involving the same learner. These extracts show that the student 
may need different levels of assistance in the same conferencing session. Table 4 shows the strategies the teacher 
applied while assisting the student in the Graduated Group. The difference in the number of strategies for each episode 
is clear. However, in the second conferencing session these the number of these strategies remained constant, which 
means that student may have improved ability to self-correct her mistake over time. According to Erlam et al. (2013) 
in order to claim that “learning” has occurred, “consistent pattern” of reduction in the level of assistance provided 
should be shown. Therefore, as an answer to the research question 2, it can be said that there was no clear evidence to 
show that “learning” in the SCT sense had occurred.   
5. Conclusion  
The study has demonstrated that students in the Graduated Feedback Group could correct their own errors when 
appropriate level of assistance was given. In contrast, the students in the Explicit Group has less number of self-
correction and did not always uptake the correction provided by the teacher.  Erlam et al. (2013) write that both 
sociocultural theory and cognitive interactionist theories value self-correction and uptake with repair for learning.  
However, the examination of error correction episodes of the same learner indicated that a student may self-correct 
the mistake in the same structure at one time but cannot do so at another time. Therefore, it is difficult to conclude 
that students have fully internalized the correct form. Thus the result of this study supports findings of Erlam et al. 
(2013) to some extent. The Explicit Feedback group in this study performed better than that of Erlam et al.’s study, 
which may happen because of the difference in proficiency levels of the participants. Very few students in the Explicit 
Group could not reach resolution, and most of the students corrected their errors after teachers’ repair. However, apart 
from proficiency level of the participants, the procedure of this study is the same with that of Erlam et al. (2013). In 
both of the studies learners were expected to complete their pieces of writings in class and then participated in the 
feedback sessions. In both studies, the Graduated Feedback Group are assisted at appropriate level to encourage 
students find the error and correct it, which, in turn, help them increase their responsibility. On the other hand, the 
Explicit Group in both studies were provided with the correct form of the structure. Also both studies investigated 
article and past tense marking errors. Both of these studies undertook systematic quantitative analysis of the feedback 
episodes and included qualitative analysis of illustrative protocols.  
Depending on the results of these studies, it can be concluded that explicit feedback takes less time and energy on 
the part of the teacher while graduated feedback vice versa. However, the study showed that the number of errors in 
the second writing pieces of students in the Graduated Group decreased more than those in the explicit group. As there 
is no clear evidence that shows graduated feedback aids self-regulation, it is not possible to conclude that graduated 
feedback is more effective than the explicit feedback.  
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